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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejection - 35 USC §103 

1. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

2. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 
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3, The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-2 and 5-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Yoshimura et al, U.S. Patent No 7263064 in view of Cucchi et al, U.S. Patent No 5228028. 

Regarding Claims 1, 8, Yoshimura et al teach that a method in a packet switched data transfer 
system for processing a frame of bits, the method comprising (see Abstract, Figures 3, 10): 
classifying a frame of bits into a first predetermined class of bits and into a second 
predetermined class of bits (see Column 3 Line 63-67, Column 4 Line 1-4); processing the 
first predetermined class of bits in accordance with a first predetermined mechanism; and 
processing the second predetermined class of bits in accordance with a second 
predetermined mechanism (see Column 4 Line 4-10, Column 6 Line 48-55, Column 9 Line 54- 
67). However, for Claims 1 , 8, Yoshimura et al do not teach that header and payload bits of a 
frame of bits are classified and processed accordingly. For Claims 1 , 8, Cucchi et al teach 
that header and payload bits of a frame of bits are classified and processed accordingly (see 
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Abstract Line 8-11, Figure la, Column 5 Line 23-31, Column 6 Line 14-21). Yoshimura et al 
and Cucchi et al are analogous art because they are from same field of endeavor. At the time of 
the invention, it would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to incorporate 
Cucchi's classification and encoding scheme with Yoshimura's invention to process different 
type of data packets at different level of detail. The rationale to combine would have been that it 
is desired to transmit not only voice but also video data over wired/wireless packet oriented 
communication network with less error and guaranteed service qualities. It would have been 
obvious to combine Yoshimura et al and Cucchi et al to obtain the limitations of claims 1 and 8. 

Regarding Claims 2 and 9, Yoshimura et al and Cucchi et al teach all the limitations in claims 1 
and 8 as disclosed in this paragraph except that the method, further comprising: constructing 
a new frame of bits based upon the processed first predetermined class of bits and the 
processed second predetermined class of bits. For Claims 2 and 9, Cucchi et al teach that the 
method, further comprising: constructing a new frame of bits based upon the processed 
first predetermined class of bits and the processed second predetermined class of bits (see 
Column 5 Line 4-8, Column 6 Line 14-35). Yoshimura et al and Cucchi et al are analogous art 
because they are from same field of endeavor. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to incorporate Cucchi's classification and encoding 
scheme with Yoshimura's invention to process different type of data packets at different level of 
detail. The rationale to combine would have been that it is desired to limit and locate the packet 
lose. It would have been obvious to combine Yoshimura et al and Cucchi et al to obtain the 
limitations of claims 2 and 9. 
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Regarding Claim 5, Yoshimura et al and Cucchi et al teach all the limitations in claim 1 as 
disclosed in this paragraph except that the method of, wherein processing the first/second 
predetermined class of bits in accordance with the first/second predetermined mechanism 
includes grouping the first/second predetermined class of bits. For Claim 5, Yoshimura et al 
teach that the method of, wherein processing the first/second predetermined class of bits in 
accordance with the first/second predetermined mechanism includes grouping the 
first/second predetermined class of bits (see Column 3 Line 27-42). 

Regarding Claims 6 and 10, Yoshimura et al teach that the method of, further comprising: 
grouping the processed first predetermined class of bits; grouping the processed second 
predetermined class of bits (see Column 3 Line 27-42), However, for Claims 6, 10, Yoshimura 
et al do not teach that constructing a new frame of bits based upon the grouped-processed 
first predetermined class of bits and the grouped-processed second predetermined class of 
bits- For Claims 6, 10, Cucchi et al teach that the method, further comprising: constructing a 
new frame of bits based upon the processed first predetermined class of bits and the 
processed second predetermined class of bits (see Column 5 Line 4-8, Column 6 Line 14-35). 
Yoshimura et al and Cucchi et al are analogous art because they are from same field of endeavor. 
At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to 
incorporate Cucchi 's classification and encoding scheme with Yoshimura' s invention to process 
different type of data packets at different level of detail. The rationale to combine would have 
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been that it is desired to limit and locate the packet lose. It would have been obvious to combine 
Yoshimura et al and Cucchi et al to obtain the limitations of claims 6 and 10. 

Regarding Claim 7, Yoshimura et al and Cucchi et al teach all the limitations in claims 1 and 8 as 
disclosed in this paragraph except that the method, wherein the first predetermined 
mechanism includes applying a first error protection algorithm, and the second 
predetermined mechanism includes applying a second error protection algorithm. For 

Claim 7, Cucchi et al teach that the method, wherein the first predetermined mechanism 
includes applying a first error protection algorithm, and the second predetermined 
mechanism includes applying a second error protection algorithm (see Abstract Line 12-16, 
Column 6 Line 7-1 1). Yoshimura et al and Cucchi et al are analogous art because they are from 
same field of endeavor. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person 
ordinary skill in the art to incorporate Cucchi 's classification and encoding scheme with 
Yoshimura's invention to process different type of data packets at different level of detail. The 
rationale to combine would have been that it is desired to apply different error protection to 
different types of data to fiuther improve the quality insurance of different data. It would have 
been obvious to combine Yoshimura et al and Cucchi et al to obtain the limitations of claim 7. 

Regarding Claim 11, Yoshimura et al and Cucchi et al teach all the limitations in claim 8 as 
disclosed in this paragraph except that the method of, wherein the first predetermined 
encoding process has a first coding rate greater than a second coding rate of the second 
predetermined encoding proces. For Claim 11, Cucchi et al teach that the method of, wherein 
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the first predetermined encoding process has a first coding rate greater than a second 
coding rate of the second predetermined encoding process (see Column 5 Line 23-39 54-60). 
Yoshimura et al and Cucchi et al are analogous art because they are from same field of endeavor. 
At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to 
incorporate Cucchi's classification and encoding scheme with Yoshimura's invention to process 
different type of data packets at different level of detail. The rationale to combine would have 
been that with specific encoding rate for specific data, the correctness of data produce is better 
maintained than applying only one encoding rate to various types of data. It would have been 
obvious to combine Yoshimura et al and Cucchi et al to obtain the limitations of claim 1 1 . 

Regrading Claim 12, Yoshimura et al teach that a method in a packet switched data transfer 
system for processing a frame of bits, the method comprising (see Abstract, Figures 3, 10): 
classifying a frame of bits into a first predetermined class of bits and into a second 
predetermined class of bits (see Column 3 Line 63-67, Column 4 Line 1-4); grouping the first 
predetermined class of bits; and grouping the second predetermined class of bits (see 
Column 3 Line 27-42). However, for Claim 12, Yoshimura et al do not teach that header and 
payload bits of a frame of bits are classified and processed accordingly; constructing a new 
frame of bits based upon the grouped first predetermined class of bits and the grouped 
second predetermined class of bits. For Claim 12, Cucchi et al teach that header and payload 
bits of a frame of bits are classified and processed accordingly (see Abstract Line 8-11, 
Figure la, Column 5 Line 23-31, Colunm 6 Line 14-21); constructing a new frame of bits 
based upon the grouped first predetermined class of bits and the grouped second 
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predetermined class of bits (see Column 5 Line 4-8, Column 6 Line 14-35). Yoshimura et al 
and Cucchi et al are analogous art because they are from same field of endeavor. At the time of 
the invention, it would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to incorporate 
Cucchi 's classification and encoding scheme with Yoshimura' s invention to process different 
type of data packets at different level of detail. The rationale to combine would have been that it 
is desired to limit and locate the packet lose. It would have been obvious to combine Yoshimura 
et al and Cucchi et al to obtain the limitations of claim 12. 

Regarding Claim 13, Yoshimura et al teach that the method of, further comprising: before 
constructing a reformatted frame, encoding the grouped first predetermined class of bits 
with a first predetermined algorithm; and encoding the grouped second predetermined 
class of bits with a second predetermined algorithm (see Column 4 Line 4-10, Colunm 6 Line 
48-55, Column 9 Line 54-67)- However, for Claim 13, Yoshimura et al do not teach that 
wherein constructing a reformatted frame includes constructing a reformatted frame using 
the encoded grouped first predetermined class of bits and the encoded grouped second 
predetermined class of bits. For Claim 13, Cucchi et al teach that wherein constructing a 
reformatted frame includes constructing a reformatted frame using the encoded grouped 
first predetermined class of bits and the encoded grouped second predetermined class of 
bits (see Column 5 Line 4-8, Column 6 Line 14-35). Yoshimura et al and Cucchi et al are 
analogous art because they are from same field of endeavor. At the time of the invention, it 
would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to incorporate Cucchi 's 
classification and encoding scheme with Yoshimura' s invention to process different type of data 
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packets at different level of detail. The rationale to combine would have been that with specific 
encoding rate for specific data, the correctness of data produce is better maintained than applying 
only one encoding rate to various types of data. It would have been obvious to combine 
Yoshimura et al and Cucchi et al to obtain the limitations of claim 13. 

Regarding Claim 14, Yoshimura et al and Cucchi et al teach all the limitations in claim 12 as 
disclosed in this paragraph except that the method, wherein the first predetermined algorithm 
has a first coding rate greater than a second coding rate of the second predetermined 
algorithm. For Claim 14, Cucchi et al teach that the method, wherein the first predetermined 
algorithm has a first coding rate greater than a second coding rate of the second 
predetermined algorithm (see Column 5 Line 23-39 54-60). Yoshimura et al and Cucchi et al 
are analogous art because they are from same field of endeavor. At the time of the invention, it 
would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to incorporate Cucchi's 
classification and encoding scheme with Yoshimura' s invention to process different type of data 
packets at different level of detail. The rationale to combine would have been that with specific 
encoding rate for specific data, the correctness of data produce is better maintained than applying 
, only one encoding rate to various types of data. It would have been obvious to combine 
Yoshimura et al and Cucchi et al to obtain the limitations of claim 14, 

Claims 15-19 are apparatus claims corresponding to method claims 1-4 and 11 and therefore 
rejected under the same reason set forth in this paragraph. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Yoshimura et al and Cucchi et al to obtain the 
claims 1-2 and 5-19. 

4. Claims 3 and 4 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yoshimura et 
al, U.S. Patent No 7263064 and Cucchi et al, U.S. Patent No 5228028 as applied to claim 1 
above, and further in view of Kloth U.S. Patent No 6598034. 

Regarding Claim 3 and 4, Yoshimura et al and Cucchi et al all limitations of claim 1 as disclose 
in the paragraph 3 of this office action except that the method, wherein: classifying the data 
bits into the first predetermined class of bits and into the second predetermined class of 
bits includes classifying data bits based upon a location of the data bits in the frame of bits; 
and classifying the data bits into the first predetermined class of bits and into the second 
predetermined class of bits includes classifying the data bits based upon pre-assigned 
weight of the data bits in the frame of bits. For Claims 3 and 4, Kloth teaches that the 
method, wherein: classifying the data bits into the first predetermined class of bits and into 
the second predetermined class of bits includes classifying data bits based upon a location 
of the data bits in the frame of bits (see Abstract, Column 4 Line 27-61, Column 9 Line 59-67, 
Column 10 Line 1-9); and classifying the data bits into the first predetermined class of bits 
and into the second predetermined class of bits includes classifying the data bits based 
upon pre-assigned weight of the data bits in the frame of bits (see Abstract, Colunm 4 Line 
27-61, Column 9 Line 59-67, Column 10 Line 1-913-16 i.e. it is convention in the art that higher 
priority packet is assigned higher weight). 
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Yoshimura et al, Cucchi et al and Kloth are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to 
implement Kloth' s classification and processing rule to further aid the invention of Yoshimura' s. 
The rationale would have been that it is desired to have user-defined rules to classify various 
types of data packet which yields flexibility in controlling data flow. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Yoshimura et al, Cucchi et al and Kloth to 
obtain the claims 3 and 4. 

Conclusion 

5. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Khosravi et al, U.S. Publication No 20040100908, Sarkinen et al, U.S. Publication 
No 20020163909, Cox et al, U.S. Publication No 20030123452, Riddle et al, U.S. Patent No 
6591299, Xu et al, U.S. Patent No 6885638 and Ma et al, U.S. Patent No 6798743, are cited to 
show a similar method and system to classify and process data bits. 

6, Any inquiry conceming this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Wei-po Kao whose telephone number is (571)270-3128. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 8:30AM to 5:00PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Ricky Ngo can be reached on (571)272-3139. The fax phone number for the organization where 
this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be 
obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



W.K. 
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